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OPINION

PER CURIAM:

Derrick Jermain Long appeals from his conviction of and sentence
imposed for bank robbery with a dangerous weapon in violation of 18
U.S.C.A. § 2113(a) (West Supp. 1999), and using and carrying a fire-
arm during a crime of violence in violation of 18 U.S.C.A.
§ 924(c)(1) (West Supp. 1999). Counsel filed a brief in accordance
with Anders v. California, 386 U.S. 738 (1967), asserting that the dis-
trict court may have abused its discretion in denying Long's motion
for a continuance of his sentencing, but stating that there are no meri-
torious issues for appeal. Long filed a supplemental brief arguing that
the district court erred in sentencing him as a career offender under
the sentencing guidelines. After a review of the entire record in accor-
dance with Anders, we find no reversible error. Therefore, we affirm
Long's conviction and sentence; however, we remand to the district
court with instructions to correct the supervised release term as to the
§ 924(c) count.

At the sentencing hearing, Long moved for a continuance so that
he could obtain new counsel and so that he could hire a lawyer in Cal-
ifornia to set aside one of his prior convictions which led to his classi-
fication as a career offender. We find no abuse of discretion in the
district court's denial of the motion. See Morris v. Slappy, 461 U.S.
1, 11 (1983). The motion was not presented until the start of the sen-
tencing hearing, and Long failed to present any basis for his request
for new counsel. Also, Long's request to continue the hearing until he
successfully challenged his prior convictions in California was unrea-
sonable. In the event that he is successful in challenging the state con-
victions, Long may move for appropriate relief under 28 U.S.C.A.
§ 2255 (West Supp. 1999).

Long also challenges his classification as a career offender. A
career offender is a person: (1) over eighteen years old when the
instant offense--which constitutes a crime of violence or a controlled
substance offense--is committed, and (2) who has two or more prior
felony convictions for a controlled substance offense or a crime of
violence. See U.S. Sentencing Guidelines Manual  § 4B1.1 (1998).
Long had two prior felony state convictions for possession for sale of
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cocaine base. Both constitute controlled substance offenses, see
USSG § 4B1.2(b), and, because they were committed on different
dates, they are separately counted. See USSG§§ 4A1.1, 4A1.2(a).
Because he was over eighteen years old when he committed the bank
robbery--a crime of violence under USSG § 4B1.2(a)--Long was
properly sentenced as a career offender. We cannot review the district
court's decision not to depart downward from the resulting offense
level. See United States v. Bayerle, 898 F.2d 28, 30 (4th Cir. 1990).

The court orally stated that the term of supervised release on the
§ 924(c) count was five years to run concurrently with the five years
imposed on the bank robbery charge. The written judgment imposes
a five-year consecutive supervised release term for the § 924(c) count.
When the oral and written sentence conflict, the oral sentence gov-
erns. See Rakes v. United States, 309 F.2d 686, 687-88 (4th Cir.
1962). Also, the maximum supervised release term for the § 924(c)
count is three years, not the five years imposed by the court. See 18
U.S.C.A. § 3583(b)(2) (West Supp. 1999) (supervised release term for
Class D felony is not more than three years); 18 U.S.C.A.
§ 3559(a)(4) (West Supp. 1999) (Class D felony if maximum prison
sentence is five years or more, but less than ten years); 18 U.S.C.A.
§ 3624(e) (West Supp. 1999) (supervised release terms to run concur-
rently). Accordingly, we remand to the district court with instructions
to correct the supervised release term as to the§ 924(c) charge to
impose a term of supervised release of not more than three years to
run concurrently with the five-year term imposed for the bank robbery
count.

In accordance with Anders, 386 U.S. at 738, we have reviewed the
entire record and have found no meritorious issues for appeal. This
court requires that counsel inform his client, in writing, of his right
to petition the Supreme Court of the United States for further review.
If the client requests that a petition be filed, but counsel believes that
such a petition would be frivolous, then counsel may move in this
court for leave to withdraw from representation. Counsel's motion
must state that a copy thereof was served on the client.

In conclusion, we affirm Long's conviction and sentence and
remand the case to permit the district court to correct the supervised
release term imposed as to the § 924 count. We dispense with oral

                                3



argument because the facts and legal contentions are adequately pre-
sented in the materials before the court and argument would not aid
the decisional process.

AFFIRMED AND REMANDED
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